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Reply to Office Action of December 27, 2005 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants thank the Examiner for his careful review of this application. Claims 1-21 
have been rejected. Claims 1-8, and 18-21 have been canceled. Claims 9, 11, 12 and 13-17 
have been amended. Support for the amendment to Claim 9 is found in the present 
Application, for example, at paragraph 50. Claims 22-33 have been added. Support for 
Claims 22 and 30 is found in the present Application, for example, at paragraph 35. It is 
respectfully submitted that the pending claims define allowable subject matter. Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration of the application in view of the above amendments and 
the following remarks submitted in support thereof. Support for the 

Discussion of Rejection of Claims 1-21 under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

In Section 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-21 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Raivisto et al. (U.S. Pub. No. US 2004/0075675 Al), in 
view of Robinsonetal. (U.S. Pub. No. 2005/0060365 Al). 

The Examiner's rejection is respectfully traversed. Neither Raivisto et al. nor 
Robinson et al. teach or suggest a user action proxy that monitors each service subscribed to 
by the user for a pattern common to at least two services, as recited in amended independent 
Claim 9, or a query display that prompts a user to include a particular service in a set of 
services based on the user's usage pattern of the particular service, as recited in independent 
Claims 22 and 30. Rather Raivisto et al . teach provisioning services to a mobile terminal 
based on location, time of day, or user profile state set during configuration of the mobile 
terminal (see page 6, paragraph 55). Robinson et al. teach the context filtering of information 
based on user context, computer context and communication network context (see page 3, 
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paragraph 34). Robinson et al. define user context as "information about the user" {see page 
5, paragraph 48), computer context as "information about the devices in the service" {see 
page 5, paragraph 52), and communication network context as "information about the 
communication mediums available to the service {see page 5, paragraph 53). 

Moreover, one of ordinary skill would not be motivated to combine the principals 
taught in Raivisto et al. with those taught in Robinson et al. since, as discussed above, the 
combined references do not teach all aspects of the claimed invention. Specifically, Raivisto 
et al. and Robinson et al. do not teach implicitly or explicitly a user action proxy that 
monitors each service subscribed to by the user for a pattern common to at least two services, 
as recited in amended independent Claim 9, or a query display that prompts a user to include 
a particular service in a set of services based on the user's usage pattern of the particular 
service, as recited in independent Claims 22 and 30. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the rejection must demonstrate 
that (1) the cited references teach all of the claimed elements and limitations; (2) there is a 
suggestion or motivation in the prior art to modify or combine the reference teachings; and 
(3) there is a reasonable expectation of success. MPEP § 2143; In re Vaeck, 20 USPQ2d 
1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that Claims 9, 22, 30, and Claims 10-17, 23-29, and 
31-33 that respectively depend therefrom are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Raivisto et al. in view of Robinson et al . Applicants therefore respectfully request 
reconsideration, and withdrawl of the § 103 rejections. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant respectfully submits that all the pending 
Claims 9, 1 1, 13-17, and 22-33 are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, a Notice of 
Allowance is respectfully requested. If the Examiner has any questions concerning the 
present amendment, the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned at (408) 749-6920. 
If any additional fees are due in connection with filing this amendment, the Commissioner is 
also authorized to charge Deposit Account No. 50-0805 (Order No. SUNMP324). A 
duplicate copy of the transmittal is enclosed for this purpose. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Martine Penilla & Gencarella, L.L.P. 




Martine Penilla & Gencarella, LLP 
710 Lakeway Drive, Suite 200 
Sunnyvale, California 94085 
Telephone: (408) 774-6920 
Customer Number 32291 
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